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which have revealed that whether won or lost, an dfﬁ?rijifive legal action
has the advantage of stating the true nature of the issues, sométimes gal-
vanizing the community to an appropriate political response, and more
often than not slowing the goverment and forcing it to reappraise its plans
for criminal prosecution. Moreover, to the extent that steady pressure is
put in the direction of affirmative litigation, the Supreme Court of the

- United States is increasingly responding with recognition of the positive -
role of the federal courts in protecting rights under the federal Constitu- .
tion. At this moment there are a number of important cases® from differ- '

ent sections of the country raising a broad range of issues, in which the

Supreme Court has accepted jurisdiction of suits seeking to enjoin prosecu-
tions under vague and/or over-broad statutes. This was unheard of and.
undreamed of three years ago, prior to Dombrowski v. Pfister, 380 U.S. .

479 (1965).

'While Dombrowski opened a vast new perspective for the assertion of
First Amendment rights, the bold ruling of the Supreme Court in that case,

has been subject to erosion in certain subsequent instances. Dombrowski . .

held that injunctive and declaratory relief were appropriate where irre-
paruble injury to expressional rights would result from prosecutions under
atatutes, overbrond and vague on their face, limiting expression, or where
prosecutions were commenced in bad faith for purposes of discouraging

civil liberties nctivity, While there has been no stepping back from the first -
standard, where facially unconstitutional statutes form the basis of proses
cution, there has been backsliding to some extent where “harassing proge. . -

cution” is charged. -In Cameron v. Johnson, 390 U.S. 611 (1967), LAW
CENTER attorneys brought an injunctive and declaratory action against
prosecutions under the Mississippi anti-obstruction of public buildinga act.
The Supreme Court affirmed a lower court’s ruling that the statute was
valid on its face and, despite overwhelming circumstances to the contrary,
tuled that the prosecution was not “in bad faith”, 890 U.S. at 619, because

fhe cases were being pressed to trial (rather than simply dropped after the

“chilling effect” of arrests set in) and there wds at least a shred of-evi-
dence to support the charges. This “presumption of good faith” test
established in Cameron will make affirmative litigation much more difficult

fn the area of harassing prosecutions, especially where the statute charged

is not a facially invalid act regulating expression.

% Guan v. University Committee to End the War in YVietnam, No. 269, Qct. Term,

1968; Harris v. Youngér; No. 183, Oct: Term, 1968; Samuols v. Mockell, No. {40, Oct:

Term, 1968, -
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i V ‘5’ - The Dombrowski remedy has thus been weakened as to harassing
: prosecutions and there has also been an escalation of charges anfi a change
in the type of charge brought to halt expressional activity.

P ‘ The progeriy of the Dombrowski case initially were situations in which,
o i in retaliation for engaging in protected First Amendment expression, citi-
[ zens were arrested and charged with use of offensive language, parading
S without a permit, obstructing sidewalks, ete. Such minor charges are less
' often encountered now. For example, in Nichols v. Vance, 293 F. Supp.
630 (1968), five black college students were arrested and charged with riot
and murder in the aftermath of an attack by the police of Houston, Texas,
“on Texas Southern University Campus, during which a policeman. was
) ’ killed. One of the five, Floyd Nichols, was concededly many miles from .
~ Houston at the time of the shooting but was charged with murder under . Y
G the Texas riot act which provides that one who instigates a riot is re- ’ '
o sponsible for all acts occurring therein.. It was literally asserted that be-
: cause Nichols had been a member of the Student Nonviolent Coordinating
Committee and months prior to the shooting had spoken on campus urging
student activity for better school conditions, Nichols had “caused” the riot .
months hence and was responsible for the death of the policeman. In short, -
a new “speech-murder” doctrine has been developed by the Texas riot
| _ statute. The LAW- CENTER was involved in an action to enjoin the
[ prosecution under that statute and to declare it unconstitutional. -

EECRC AN IRRNN | ..

.t " Despite numerous public and recorded representations by thg' State -
‘ ’ that Nichols might be tried under the riot statute, the three-judge federal
. court refused to rule on the act’s constitutionality, holding that Nichols
could be tried as an accomplice or an accessory to a murder anc the riot
-statute would not be necessary. An appeal to the Sipreme Court.of the
United States is being prepared. . :

Apart from charges of murder or sedition as a “punishment” for out-
- spoken advocacy of freedom and peace, there is the now growing number
of cases in which felony charges for “riot” have been filed. In Brooks v.
.. Briley, 274 F. Supp. 638 (1967), afi’d 88 S. Ct. 1671 (1968), a three-judge .
T T T Tederal coutt abstaified £rom determining the constitutionality of the Ten. = = =2 oo
T nessee riot statute and certain other acts. The Supreme Court affirmed that ‘ S
e ' decision. Even though technically the affirmative case was lost, the prose-
- cutions have not moved ahead. The value of effectively defeating proscu-
A Honw by the prasige of Lo, coupled with n vigorons aflirmative nttack
D ; oo the statuten fnvobvst, einnol b fon Aliomely eanphinalzl,  Wherens 11,
o " hae long been known among proscculors that the value of protracted prose-
cutions may be fatiguing to the civil rights advocate it has only laterly :
; become known among eivil vights attorneys that an aflirmative and pro- .- T
-~ {7l tracted fight on the statute pnd the framing of the issues in terms of the
e First Amendment in a federal forum-may, ‘as noted earlier, not only pro-
vide an‘opportunity for stating the real issues but may also stop the prore-———- .. _
cutlon altogethor,  Phin wan the eano In Reookn wied I Clunteron, ns woll
T HBUBOEOUS. Ao diseiumed bolow ,
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i5 Lutewsy v. Daley, 280 F. Supp. 929 (1968), ..6;36:_: 'équs appeals “‘
" to the SupremeZ . irt, the Illinois mob action, intimidation” "\d resisting ' -
- policr -officer st&?

ves and two Chicago ordinances were chaitged in liti- _
gation in which the LAW CENTER cooperated with local counsel. The

District Court severed the state statutes from the city ordinances, holding, .

only the former appropriate for three-judge court consideration. The
three-judge court held the mob action statute partially invalid and the
resisting an officer statute and the intimidation statute valid. The single

- district judge held the Chicago disorderly conduct ordinance and the resist-

ing arrest ordinance invalid. Both sides took appeals from these decisions -
to the Supreme Court, which has agreed to review them.

Dawkins v. Green, No. 26448 (U.S.C.A. 5), arose out of a fire-bombing
in Gainesville, Florida which led to the arrest of certain SNCC leaders and -
their supporters. They were jailed with bonds set s0 high as to have kept
them incarcerated for several weeks. The LAW CENTER assisted in the
filing of a suit challenging both the statutes under which charges were

. brought and the arrests themselves as being politically motivated and

without any support in fact. The suit was dismissed by the District Court
without even an evidentiary hearing to determine, in Cameron terms,
whether there was a "shred” of evidence to support the charges. An appeal
is pending in the Court of Apepals for the Fifth Circuit. .

Sellars v. Pendarvis, (C.A. No. 68-313, U.S.D.C., District of Séuth

N ~Carolina, Charleston Division), is a suit to enjoin South Carolina law en-

forcement officials from violence, harassment and intimidation of students
at South Carolina State College (a black state college). and to put the local
pelice department into receivership in the wake of the shooting of 33 stu- _
dents during demonstrations to desegregate a bowling alley. Three stu-
dents were killed. A hearing held in November was continued by the
court so plaintiffs could determine whether the J ustice Department would
participate in further hearings. This was the first public airing. of the
“Orangeburg massacre”. Since the hearing, the Justice Department has ,
named nine state patrolmen in a criminal information on charges grow-
ing out of this incident. This action, like the others described in this cate-
gory, asserts the right of citizens — here students — to exercise their First
Amendment rights free from state interference. The unique element of
this action lies in the remedy requested where, due to extraordinary and
uncontrolled police excesses, students were killed during the Orarigeburg .
incident. Thus among those remedies prayed is that the local police be -
put under the control of a federal receiver (analagous to a bankruptey re-
ceivership) capable of controlling them. The LAW CENTER is working
with local counsel in this case. The same relief was once previously re-

"+ quested in Kidd v. Addonizio, a suit arising out of the Newark, New Jersey,
- disturbances of 1967. That suit is still pending; discovery has been exten.

sive and is still underway. '

Black People’s Unity Movement (BPUM) v. Pierce, is a federal action
in Camden, New Jersey, to enjoin riot prosecutions based’ on protected
First Amendment conduct of the BPUM. Depositions are in progress,

In Gunn v. University Committee to End the War in Vietnam, No. 269,
Oct. Term, 1968, a suit was -brought to enjoin the prosecution of several
picketers who, upon silently carrying protest signs onto Ft. Hood during a
8peech by President Johnson, were attacked by the servicemen and charged
under the Texas loud and offensive Ian.g'uage statute. A federal district
court in Texas declared thhe statute unconstitutional and enjoined the -
prosecutions. The State appealed and the Supreme Court of the United

.

.

N

States agreed to review the case. No decision has yet been rendered.
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. r——"“’"‘-— In di Suvero v. Imperiale, No. 395-68 (U.S. D C., Dnst. of N J.) the

LAW CENTER participated actively in responding to an attack upon an
attorney who as director of the New Jersey Civil Liberties Union had

 worked quite closely with the LAW CENTER during 1967-68. The at-
torney was charged with abusive language, assaulting a picketer, threaten-

ing a police officer, and resisting arrest. The charges grew out of 8 white
vigilante picketline, in which off-duty Newark police participated, in front
of a Civil Liberties Union meeting. A federal action was filed alleging
that the charges were wholly without basis in fact and purely for the sake
of harassment and to discourage attorneys undertaking difficult civil liber-
ties cases. While the federal judge refused to grant temporary injunctive
relief, the proceeding had an enormous impact upon the prosecution, com-

pelling the county prosecutor to conduct a grand jury investigation of the .

conduct of any vigilante groups. PerJury prosecutions are bemg urged

'~$.
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Against several police officers who testified in the federal action, LAWM:. ‘

i CENTER attorneys are also representing a witness in the di Suvero actlon"f'
! who has been harassed by the police since testifying for the plaintiffs,

Wright v. Montgomery, No. 26314 (U.S.C.A. 5), which grew out .,
of the 1965 Selma-to-Montgomery March, continues in the courts. The -
demonstrators were charged with disorderly conduct, loitering, and dis-
obedience to an officer, An afliirmative actjon to declare those statutes ', .
i invalid was brought. The Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals affirmed a dis. !
- trict court decision that the statutes are not facially unconstitutional.“
Further appeals are being considered. .

i The case of Jeanctte Rankin Brigade v. Chief of the Capitol Police, o
f No. 21566 (U.S.C.A., D.C. Cir.), was brought by a group of women who
were prohibited by statute from parading, standing, or moving in proces-
: Bions or assemblages on the Capitol grounds or from displaying therein. -
. any flag, banner or device designed or adapted to bring into public,notice‘
- any party, organization or movement, 40 U.S.C. 1939. .Rather than incur -
arrest, the women did not violute the interdiction of the statute but changed -
their route of silent march to avoid its proscription. Ap action challenging '
the statute was brought in the District of Columbia and a decision ia:'..

awaited from the District of Columbia Court of Appeals. :

Bick v. Mitchell, C.A. No, 2856-68 (U.S.D.C., Dist. of Col.), is another i ' -
action filed prior to arrest and incarce:ation, This suit, brought as a class A o o
action by members of SNCC, Students for a Democratic Society, and the -

Communist Party, among others, seeks a declaratory Judgment against- *

Title II of the McCarran Act which allows for detention in concentration =

camps of persons who probably will engage in, or who probably will con- ¢ )

spire with others to engage in sabotage or espionage during war or an in- .. .
' ¢ surrection. A motion to dismiss the action for lack of Justiciability has '
+{ " been filed by the Government, - ' - S

L The Commonwealth of Kentucky in ’McSurely v. Ratliff, 282 F. Supp. - : : :
i 848 (E.D. Ky. 1967), had arrested several employees of the Southern Con- * . ‘ /
ference Educational Fung and the Office of Economic Opportunity, charg- - : ’ :
ing them with sedition for thejr work among the boor people in the South,
When making the arrests, the State Police seized all the books, papers and .
; files of those arrested, a factya] setting very simijlar to Dombrowski v, .

_ declared unconstitutionaj, Several. new developments have grown out of
'+ the seizure of the documents and those events are discussed in Section VI
; . of the docket report, . - .

i
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. E Therc have been a number of cases in which LAW CENTER'attorney&
T have undrriaken the defense of persons facing criminal prosecution for a
: variety of offenses, where the prosecution appeared to be rooted in the
j political dissidence of the defendants.
H

H. Rap Brown was charged in Louisiana with the virtually unknown
federal crime of transporting a firearm in interstate commerce while under _
indictment. The elements of this crime do not in any degree require . , T,

; that the transportation be clandestine or that the firearm be used. The C
;- statute was enacted several decades : ago as a means of imprisoning sus-
: pected organized crime figures. Brown was defended in his criminal tnaI
{ by attorneys associated with the LAW CENTER when ‘his suit to enjoin
. the prosecution failed. He was acquitted on one count and convicted on
. one and was given the maximum penalty: Five years imprisonment and a
$2,000 fine. The case is now on appeal to .the Fifth Circuit. .

D

A plethora of lmgatxon has developed around Reies Tijerina and the
Alianza, who are making claims on behalf of heirs to certain Spanish land . .
grants in New Mexico, and the LAW CENTER attorneys have been in-". _ .
tensively involved in some of these matters. In November the Tenth Cir- ' '
cuit Court of Appeals heard argument regarding the federal conviction
’ of Tijerina and others charged with assaulting federal officers. No dé-
cision has been announced. - . '

Beginning in November, the State trials, in which Tijerina was
charged with kidnapping and assault on a Court House, were commenced.
Tijerina was to have been tried with a group of his associates in connection
with the alleged raid on the Tierra Amarillo Court House in June, 1967.

_ The court severed the Tijerina case from that of the other defendants and

o a few days thereafter Tijerina decided that he would act as his own counsel.
The court had assigned counsel, including a well-known civil nghts lawyer,
to work with him, and another excellent attorney had volunteered his _
services. Tijerina actually handled the examination and cross-exammatmn

- of witnesses and the closing argument before the jury. ’

N -y i

Tijerina’s self-defense proved to be an unusual demonstratlon of two L
proposxtlons - : . :

1) The extraordmary impact of self-defense by a politieal defendant
who, in the words of a local newspaper, “exammed in the spirit of Clarence

Darrow.”

WA 8 e s ¢ i e S oo
T

' : 2) The main defense of Tijerina was that he and his associates were
conducting a citizen’s arrest. The court gave specific instructions to the
. effect that the jury might consider that in proceeding to the Court House
Tijerina and his group were merely trying to effect a citizen's arrest of
: .' the District Attorney, who had grossly .violated the nghts of citizens in
L that he had unlawfully arrested them. :

i . The contempt case against Tijerina, a case which raises important

.. Questions as to the power of the courts to prohibit defendants — not police
;'~.' i or prosecutors — from pubhcxzmg thexr cases, is scheduled to be argued in - el
- January. 1969. - - : ~ ' v .
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I1]. Decentralization And Quality. Education R
A
Brown v. Doard of Education, 347 U.S. 483 (1954), forged the great o §
.eonstitutional principle requiring integration in public education. The fail- . E
ure of enforcement throughout the country has been matched by a growing S
recognition that integration does not begin to meet the massive problems of . . 1
“under-education of blacks in urban areas. Thus, the landmark case of . fl _
Hobson v. Hansen, 266 F. Supp. 902 (1967), in which the LAW CENTER 4
.was involved, was the next step. Hobson holds that the schools in the Dis- v
trict of Columbia, where the population is over 60% non-white, must begin '
to provide quality, if not integrated, education. This requires putting i
well-paid and competent teachers and administrators in predominantly :
biack and poor schools, providing sufficient services (guidance counselors, . P
1. nurses, art.and music teachers, etc.), decent facilities, and mea‘ningfui i
3 eurricula, i.e., allowing poor and black students to take college preparatory - i
courses where their ability would so permit. Judge Skelly Wright ruled . f
that de facto segregation with resultant inferior educational opportunity’
was unconstitutional, His decision has been upheld in the District of Co~ - .
fumbia Court of Appeals. : ‘ o0 i
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Based upon the Hobson decision, the staff of the LAW CENTER uﬂ.

dertook the preparation of litigation to meet the problems of various fail-
ures of the educational system for Northern black communities. - In the
midst of that work, the CENTER was asked to step into the critical legal
questions which were emerging in the New York City educational crisis,

In attempting to provide quality education for ghetto children, New
York City and State have adopted a decentralization program which put
into community hands a degree of control of the school system. The
powers were limited and not too well defined. The plan established 33 dis-
tricts including the three ghetto school districts. The blurring of the lines

- of responsibility in the plan, plus strong resistance to it by the previously

rolidly entrenched Central Board of Education, the teachers union and the

Superintendent of Schools, have led to difficulties of enormous complexity, .

The three teacher strikes in the Fall of 1968 manifested only a part of the
continuing problems which emerge out of the effort to redistribute govern.
ment power over the educational system. The LAW CENTER, as consuit-

_ ants and attorneys for two of the three demonstration ghetto school dis.

tricts, has therefore been constantly involved in litigation and negotiation
to settle the difficult problems which continue to arise. At the heart of the

major issues is the effort of minority groups in urban areas to rest from .

large bureaucracies greater control over their lives, partxcularly in the area

of education where there is a vast movement by blacks and Puerto Ricans

to achieve equality and quality of education under both the Thirteenth and
Fourteenth Amendments.

There follows a partial descriptioh of work in this field

Oliver v. Donovan, No. 68-C-1034 (U.S.D.C., E.D., N.Y.), ‘was an
action modelled after Hobson v. Hansen which sought to enjoin the Board
of Education, the Superintendent of 3chaools, and the Mayor’s Office from

- interfering with the quality education experiment in the decentralized

Ocean Hill-Brownaville District. The plaintiffs asserted as a basis for
federal jurisdiction the affirmative obligations of the school system under

the Thirteenth and Fourteenth Amendments to provide quality educatlon i

A factual hearing was held on the question of federal Jjurisdiction . and the
complaint was dxsmxssed An appeal is being taken

Council of Eupervwory Associations v. Board of E’ducatwn, No 585

{New York Court of Appeals), was an action by the C.S.A. chailenging
the appointment of certain demonstration school principals by the Ocean
Hill-Brownsville Local Governing Board and the Central Board of Edu.
citivn, The challenge was initiated because those black and Puerto Rican
principals chosen were appointed without regard to normal civil service
procedures (which operate so as to disallow advancement of non-white
school administrators). LAW CENTER attorneys intervened on behalf
of the three principal-defendants prior to the hearing in the New York
Court of Appeals. That court ruled that the appointments were valid ex-

perimentation to impose education by the Board of Education and ordered’

the principals retained in their jobs..
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LAW CEII‘E.R attorneys represented four black teaclr) on the staff
of J.H.S. 271 in Ocean Hill-Brownsville in hearings brought about by
charges lodged against them by union teachers in the school. All four were
exonerated and returned to their posts. o

A The LAW CENTER has aided the decentralized Local Governmg
Board of the L.S. 201 Complex and the staff of the Unit Administrator in
the presentation of charges against nine teachers at P.S. 39 in Harlem,
The rules and regulations for holding hearings were promulgated, the
charges were investigated, and preparation is underway for hearings.

. Jaffe v. Wilson, No. 119/69 (S. Ct. N.Y.), was initiated by the United
Federation of Teachers to enjoin the 1.S. 201 Complex from holding hears
ings in the above-described cases. The LAW CENTER staff has under-
taken the representation of the Complex’s officials. After. several court
appearances, the entire matter was submitted and the State Supreme Court
ruled that due to technical irregularities in setting up the hearing proced-
ures, the hearings were enjoined. The case raised many serious questions
concerning the power of local school boards to exercise the important per.
sonnel function of presenting charges and trying teachers with tenure,
There is also a Show Cause Order outstanding against certain I.S. 201 ad.
ministrators seeking to cite them for contempt arising out of the above
circumstances. A hearing was held in which LAW CENTER attorneys
represented the defendants. "The contempt citations were forestalled.

Wilson v. Donovan, No. 629/69 (S. Ct. N.Y.),is an action for relief in
the nature of mandamus, seeking to compel the New York City Superine
tendent of Schools to suspend, pending hearing, the nine teachers involved
in the Jaffe case above.

Bishop v. Golden, No. 68-C-1318 (U.S.D.C., E.D., N.Y.), was filed in
federal court seeking an injunction against the trials of certain teachers,
Local Governing Board members, and residents of Ocean Hill-Brownsville
on charges including “obstructing governmental administration”. The suit
attacks the statutes under which charges wers Zrought and alleges harass-
ment and selective enforcement in bringing tne action. It is noted that
among those teachers charged are several previously ‘exonerated in ad.

ministrative hearings, supra, on the same facts which form the bams of the
pendmg indictments.

Work on the problems of deéentralization in New York has, since the
early Fall, occupied almost the full time of two staff attorneys as well as
one of the principals. If the LAW CENTER is to continue to function
with this degree of intensity in this field, it will of necessity be rec{uired to
seek additional staff and specialized funding for this purpose. = -.
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IV. Selective Service And Military Law ..

During the past year the LAW CENTER has become increasingly
jmmersed in the problems of the draft and military gervice. Efforts to
utilize the affirmative litigation technique in these areas of law have been
very much influenced by the Supreme Court’s decisions in Oestereick v.
Selective Service System, 89 S. Ct. 414 (1968), and Gabriel v. Clark, 89
S. Ct. 424 (1968). Oestercich was a suit brought by the American Civil
Liberties Union challenging the induction of a ministerial student who
was declared delinquent and ordered to report for induction when he turned
in his draft card to protest the Vietnam War. Gabriel presented a pre-
induction challenge by a registrant who had been denied conscientious ob-
jector status and was facing induction as I-A, fit for immediate service.

- The Supreme Court held that Selective Service could not punish a minister
by inducting him as Congress has declared him unequivocally exempt from
gervice. As to the would-be conscientious objector, the Court held that he .
could not test the validity of his status except by way of defense toa crimi-

.

nal prosecution for refusal to submit to induction or by habeas corpus after
induction, at least where the Selective Service Board had actually consid-

case in the Third Circuit, Beaty v. Avella, seeking affirmative injunctive

rule on the question of constitutional protection of returning a draft card
or on the validity of the Selective Service delinquency regulations which
facilitate punitive induction. Both of those issues are raised in the firat
two cases described below. - - ' '

R

ered and determined the claim. (The LAW CENTER is pressing another

relief where the Board refused to consider the _conscientious, objector .
claim.) It is notable that in neither Oestereich nor Gabriel did the Court
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National Student Association v. General Louis Hershey, No. 2:1903
(U.8.C.A,,D.C. Cir.), is an action brought on behalf of NSA, SDS, Campus
Americans for Democratic Action, and other college groups, a8 well as

close to two dozen college student-body presidents on behalf of the class
of male citizens they represent, for the purpose of declaring the punitive

and repressive policy of the Selective Service System announced by General
 Hershey and the Selective Service delinquency regulations implementing

that policy. to be in violation of the First Amendment. Decision is now

pending in the Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia. . )

In Bucher v. Selective Service Systm, No. 17414 (U.S.C.A. 8), and
action similar to NSA v. Hershey was brought in New Jersey on behalf of
a dozen men of draft age who returned their draft cards as s protest
against the war and were declared delinquent and ordered to report for
induction in consequence thereof. Pending determination of the action by
the Third Circuit Court of Appeals, all induction orders for.the plaintiffs
have been stayed. ' X

In the case of Tillman v. United States, No. 26318 (US.C.A. 5), the
Fifth Circuit affirmed the convictions of six SNCC workers in Georgia who
‘were charged with injury to government property and with interfering

‘with Selective Service processes when they stood at the induction center

and appealed to another young black man not to' report for induction.
\LAW CENTER attorneys assisted in the trial and appeal of the criminal
charges. .

DuVernay v. United States, No. 442 Misc., October Term 1968, will be
‘heard in the Supreme Court on appeal from the Fifth Circuit affirmance of
"a conviction for failure to submit to induction, 394 F. 2d 979. The defend-
“ant, a black youth from Louisiana, claimed as defenses to his prosécution
‘the unfairness and complexity of the Selective Service processing iproce-
dure and the total exclusion of black people from his draft board. The
latter problem was exacerbated by the fact that one member of deferidant’s
draft board was the local leader of the Ku Klux Klan. DuVernay was des
fended at trial by the President of the LAW CENTER, Benjamin E. Bmith,

and the LAW CENTER staff assisted in preparing the appeal to the .

Supreme Court.

‘ n Gresaer v, Selecitve Service Sysiem, n registrant returned his draft
card in protest against the war and then demanded that his draft board

issue him a new card. The board refused, declared the registrant delin-

.quent for failure to carry his card, reclassified him from II-S to I-A, and
ordered him to report for induction despite provision in the law that de-
linquency status may be voluntarily cured by a registrant. A suit was
brought in the federal court on the registrant’s behalf by LAW CENTER
attorneys in cooperation with registrant’s private counsel, The regiss
trant’s card was returned, along with his deferred status as a student.

. "
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e ~~The LAW CEN’g participated in an ad hoc committee of : }neys

who, in cooperation with several Puerto Rican lawyers, undertook the de-
fense of over ninety youths charged with failure to submit to inductian

in Puerto Rico. The major political emphasis in draft refusal comes from
the independence forces in Puerto Rico. The federal court ruled against _

motions challenging the illegality of conscription of Puerto Ricans who are
not eligible to vote in presidential elections; jury discrimination agamst
potential jurors who do not meet English literacy standards; and other
constitutional challenges. The first trial resulted in an acquittal on the
‘order of call issue. Michael Kennedy, a New York attorney who hag
worked with the ad hoc committee, will go to Puerto Rico for sevex;_al
months to work on the scene. .

Umted States v. Deotis Taylor, Crim. No. 254-68 (U S.D.C., stt. of

~ 'N.J.), raises issues of Selective Service procedural irregularity (fallure to

supply a registrant conscientious objector application forms when re-
quested) as a defense to failure to submit to mductxon Pretnal motlons

‘are awaiting argument.

A new aspect of Selectxve Service trial litigation was used for the ﬁuﬁ
time in United States v. Father Phillip Berrigan, No. 34409 (Cir. Ct.,
Raltimore Co.). A group of nine priests and nuns were charged with de:
stroying government property when they set napalm fires to the records
at a Selective Service office in protest against the war in Vietnam. - On trial
the nine openly admitted their actions and pleaded no excuse; instead, they
called upon the jury to “nullify” the law as being unjust in this case where
the only means of protesting the war was that undertaken by defendants.
The possible maximum sentences were 18 years and $22,000 fines. The
sentences given were four years for three defendants and two years for five
defendants. The case posed significant questions as to the power of a jury
to ignore the directives of the court and, even more concretely, the nght
of a lawyer to call upon a Jury so to do.

The LAW CENTER filed a brief amicus curig for the defendants on
appeal to the First Circuit in United States v. Coﬁm, Spock, et al. The
brief argued First Amendment free speech and the illegality of the wax‘ in
Vietnam. . ]

r
V. Martial Law

Almost as a footnote to the increasingly militarist atmosphere in the
country are two instances wherein the LAW CENTER has intervened, in
communities occupied by federal troops to accomplish the removal of those
troops. White v. Eilington was filed in Tennessee to enjoin the Tennessee
National Guard from holding “riot training” in Nashville’s black ghetto:
While the judge before whom the motion for a temporary restraining
order was argued refused to grant the relief requested, within six hourg

after the hearing the Guard announced its decision not to “train” in the
black community. '

¥
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T A—wimilar 'ﬂgidﬁ'“&ﬁsé"iﬁ Wilmington, Delaware, wgnere' ‘Guard

troops had been occupying the ghetto for several months prior to com-

mencement of an action, and immediately pulled out of the City wlhen -

the suit was commenced. Fletcher ». Terry, (U.S.D.C,, Delaware)

Fletecher and White are dramatic examples of the way in whxch law
suits can be used to publicize the violation of law to such an exbent that
the officials yield and discontinue their illegal actxvxtxes.

VL Attorney Diseipline In
A Retaliative Perspective .

A sudden spate of cases brought against attorneys doing aggressive
civil liberties litigation presages a new area of work into which the LAW
CENTER will be moving. In Auagust 1966 District of Columbia v. Kinoy
was begun by the District’s charging the attorney with loud and boisterous
conduct before the House Un-American Activities Committee solely as a
result of the attorney’s efforts to cross-examine a government witness who
had given testimony regarding and seriously affecting hia client. Numer-

" ous bar associations and law school faculties across the country filed briefs

amici curiae in the action, upholding the right and duty of. an attorney
vigorously to plead his clienf’s cause. The conviction was reversed uriani-

mously by the Court of Appeals for the District of Columbla Kmoy \ 78

Dastrict of Columbia, 400 F. 2d 761 (1968) o
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_ impose virtually arbitrary and unfettered control over students. The lat--

&

In Lefcourt v. Legal Aid Society, No. 2678/68 (U.S.D.C., 8.D., N.Y.),
.an attorney was fired from his job for suggesting to a fellow employee thaf
Legal Aid advised too many indigent clients to plead guilty and for at-
itempting to organize Legal Aid attorneys to better their own working con-
«ditions. The action alleges that the firing was purely retaliatory, having
nothing to do with the attorney’s competence, and asks reinstatement and
damages. Pretrial proceedings are underway.

Disbarment proceedings were begun in Florida and in Kentucky

:against civil rights attorneys. In the Florida case, State Bar v. Simon, the .

‘LAW CENTER has filed a brief amicus curia for the respondent, alleging
that the proceedings were jnitiated after the attorney addressed his clients
(teachers) at a post-court hearing meeting and said they should appeal
the judge's opinion because it was incorrect. Since the teachers were in-
volved in a hotly contested battle with the local school system, this state-
ment infuriated officials within the State and led to the disbarment move.

In Kentucky Bar:Association v. Teylor the LAW CENTER has filed,

as counsel for respondent, numerous motions requiring due process hear-
ings and motions to dismiss the charges which were brought to harass the

attorney. One of the charges has been dropped and hearings on those re-

maining have been postponed. .

VII. Student Protests

"The pest year has seen the beginning of a whole new form of protest
=otivity, tq' wit, widespread and massive campus demonstrations, In-
«reased awareness of and interest in extra-university issues, coupled with
burgeoning demands regarding the university itself, have resulted in seri-
«ous confrontations between students and their society. The school com-
+munity is governed by two sets of laws and it is the interactibh of those
two systems that leads to complicated legal problems in the aftérmath of
campus protests. The police are called in and eriminal charges are filed.
‘The legal response called for may be affirmative federal action or mass
defense or a combination of the two. Simultaneously, school disciplinary '
action is begun, This too may call for affirmative injunctive action, mass
defense, or hoth. The issue'of First Amendment protection is necessarily
raised and the limits of dissent must be explored. There are unique issues
‘which are also relevant, including the extent to which the university may
fer question may be differently resolved depending upon whether the uni-
versity is a state or private institution. In the criminal cases an important
issue which is raised is whether the student, assuming he i8 entitled to a

Jury trinl, will be tried by a jury of his peers, given that virtually all juries

are populated by persons at least two decades older than the defendant,
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—_— .m,,‘:iﬁ;‘z{,d{f., No. 67-C-141(U.S.D.C., Dist. of Wis(i ‘lxas one . -

“-- 0T T wFis earliest caseS. arising out of protest against the presenceuLf Dow .

! L3+ uical recruiters on the campus of the University of Wisconsin. A de-
<izi*n in an affirmative federal action challenging the school’s privilege
of dizciplining students under a broad punitive rule has been handed down. - _ -
‘The court considered the University's right to punish students for “mis- - - b
cconduct” or “support[ing] causes by lawful means which do not disrupt ' : ’ z
the operations of the University . ..” It held that those sanctions would

: be impermissibly vague and over-broad if they were standards for criminal L

; sanctions in non-university society and therefore may not be applied simply S o

: because the student was a university-citizen. The court further found that :

expulsion from the University is often a more severe sanction than a fine

or short confinement in a non-university setting. After considering -the

University’s role in modern society and after taking judicial notice of sthe

University’s close ties to government and industry and its quasi-municipal

functioning, the court held that the University must “govern” its students ,

within the framework of the Constitution and therefore that the constitu. '

fonal doctrines of vagueness and over-breadth must be applied to standdrds - -

of discipline within the University. '
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The court noted that expulsion from school for a semester or moté is
in many respects more severe punishment than a jail sentence which .at v ;
the very least cannot be imposed without due process protections. ' '

R ~In a companion to Soglin, Goldman y. Olsen, No. 67-C-152 (Us.n.C, . : : .
.~ W.D, Wisc.), the LAW CENTER filed an action to challenge a Wisconsin o o
legislative investigation aimed at specific campus groups, among them E

SDS and the DuBois Club, and certain campus leaders who, it was asserted,
were subversive elements at the University as evidenced by the role they
played in organizing the anti-Dow recruiter demonstration. Subsequent
to the filing of the action, the Legislature discontinued the hearings.

Warren v. Groves, No. 3483-A (U.8.D.C., Ohio), was brought to ob-
tain the reinstatement of black students expelled from Central State Uni- ,
, versity and to enjoin their prosecution on riot charges. Subsequentto T
C N the filing of the action, the students were reinstated and, the charges
dropped. ' i a

Columbia University was the locus of a most severe clash between
students and their school. Student occupation for several days of certziih -
university buildings led to wholesale disciplinary action by the school and
criminal trespass charges by the State. In Grossner v. Columbia Univé_r—'

o sity, 287 F. Supp. 535 (1968), a restraining order was sought to _enjpi’ﬁ'
vesas < both prosceution and disciplinary action.” Judge Frankel in the Southern’

' District of New York stated that the students’ conduct was not protected
by the First Amendment. He held that the court in fact had no jurisdic-
tion over the action as 42 U.S.C. 1983 and 28 U.S.C. 1343, the alleged bases
of jurisdiction, posited jurisdiction where civil rights were deprived under
color of state law, and Columbia (unlike the University of Wisconsin) is”
not a state institution, despite large grants to it of federal and state funds, -

_ The motion for injunctive relief was denied and, due to altered circum-
' A atances al the achool, the federal suit was withdrawn, '

oo '
S
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Brouvw :n College campus and Hutt v. Brooklyn College, C.A. "5t C-691
o X (U.s..C, ED, N.Y.), was filed. That action was dismissed and likg-'
- © \vise ne appeal was taken because of changed campus circumstances. :

A group of professors and students-were expelled frdm the University
' 'of Puerto Rico after a completely peaceful march to protest compulsory
:  ROTC under a University regulation prohibiting “. . . ‘within the limits -
of the University pickets, demonstrations, or political meetings or othér -
activities of political proselytism.” The threat of litigation led to an agree-’
ment to reinstate all plaintiffs. :

On another school level, Bennett v. Coslow was ﬁlgd when a Houstbﬁ,
Texas high school expelled a student for selling an “underground” student
newspaper in school between classes. The student was reinstated. ;

Mamis v. Cohen was filed when an elementary school student w#s
threatened by his principal for circulating in school a petition critical of
the principal. The suit prayed for an injunction against further harass-
ment of the student. A consent order to that effect was recently filed:"
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VIIL Legislative Investigating Committees .

The é.fﬁrmative litigation technique has been applied to the area of

legislative investigations to tremendous advantage. In the past, persona’

subpoenaed to appear before committees were relegated to suffering con~
tempt citatjons and raising thejr objections to the committee’s exlstence
by way of criminal defense. Now, by bringing affirmative federal action
against the committee prior to the commenceme of hearings, witnesses may
frame the constitutional issues as broadly as they choose rather than be

limited by the outlines of ‘the criminal action and the {ssues pertinent .

thereto.

Stamler v, Willis, 287 . Supp. 734, 89 S. Ct. 395 (1968), and Krebs
v. Ashbrook, 276 I, Supp. 111 (1967), were the initiul cases filed in this
manner challenging the conslitutionality of the House Committee on Un-
American Activities. The LAW CENTER has worked closely. with the
attorneys responsible for those cases, including Arthur Kinoy, Vice-Presi-
dent of the CENTER. Stamler v. Willis and Krebg v, Ashbrook both went

up to the Supreme Court this year and were remanded for further lower
court proccedings on procedural issues. The extraordinary feature of .

these remands is that motions to dismiss the cases, though filed, were not
granted. Thus Stamler proceeds in the Seventh Circuit* and Krebs in the
District of Columbia Circuit. g

The LAW CENTER, in cooperation with other civil liberties att_'orneys
and organizations, has filed Young and Davis v. Willis, No. 22608
(U.8.C.A., D.C. Cir.}, in the District of Columbia on behalf of five persons
and the classes they represent who were subpoenaed to appear: before

HUAC in October, 196¢. The Committee was investigating “subversive”

{nfluences in the events in Chicago at the time of the Democrati¢ Party

Conventjon. The suit is similar to Stamler and Krebs but hopefully avoids .

the procedural problems therein which were pointed out by the Supreme
Court. The suit attacks the constitutionality of the HUAC mandate and
the Committee’s power to investigate into matters protected by the First

Amtendutent. The rult fr now I the Court of Appends in the District of
Cotimnbln on veview of oo dbnndssat of the setlon bolow,

B e e ad




c T aother Gongressional committes, the MeGlollnn "Commilics, ncting
- in tiv ke of events lending to MeSwurely v, Ratliff (sce supre and see 398
1%, 24, 817 (1968), subpoenned from the Kentucky nuthoritics the SCEF
and 020 workers' papers which Kad been seized pursuant to the raid
wnder the Kentueky sedition statute. LAW CENTER attorneys challenged
the validity of the subpoenas which were issued to Kentucky authorities
for papers not belonging to them and in their custody only illegally.**
The Supreme Court, 88 S. Ct. 845, 1112 (1968), remanded the case to
the Sixth Circuit, which ordered that the subpoenaed papers be returned
: to their owners and that subpoenas for the papers issued to persons other
¥ than the owners were invalid. :

. : .
i * Despite the pendency of the amrmatlve action, contempt citations were fssued
{n Rtaniler (though not in Krcbe). Injunctive relief against proceeding with the con.
tempt trinls was denied. The trials should proceed in early 1969,

es The situntjon here posed was quite similar to that recounted in Dombrow:lét v,
Eastland, 387 U.8. 82 (1867), also a LAW CENTER case, where the Supreme Court ruled
that Senntor Enstland's Committee Counsel must stand trial for violation of plalnmf'
i . elvll rights flowing from a llke Beizure-subpoena maneuver.

Kentucky enacted a Kentucky Un-American Activities Committee and
i thereby gave rise to two LAW CENTER suits. The first, Braden v. Nunn,
i No. 18849 (U S.C.A. 6), wag filed just subsequent to the enabling legxsla~
P tion and was dismissed for prematurity by the District Court. .The action

was reinstated by the Fifth Circuit. B.U.L.K. v. Miller, No. 892, Oct.

Term, (1968), substantially similar to the Braden action, was instituted

subsequent to enactment of the KUAC statute and appointment of the
KUAC members, but prior tothe Court of Appeals reinstatement of Braden.
There being no prematurity problem, the three-judge court ruled on the
nmerits, dismissing the complaint. A jurisdictional statement has been ﬁled
in the Supreme Court.

In a related field LAW CENTER attorneys in cooperation with others
filed DuBois v. Cark, No. 734-68 (U.S.D.C., D.C.), seeking an injunction
against the Attorney General’s proceeding before the Subversive Activiﬁes '
Control Board to have the DuBois Clubs of America listed as a subversive
organization. Though the litigation was discontinued, the plaintiffs won
an effective victory as the Attorney General failed to press the petition
before the Board.

N e
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XL Jury Prejudice

Maryland v. Brown, No. 2116 Criminal (Cire. Ct. Dorchester .Co.,
Md.), raised the novel question or whether the prosecutor can ask for a
change of venue to protect the defendant from trial in an impassigned
atmosphere where juror prejudice is likely, due to extensive publicity.- The
State's Attorney of Maryland requested a change of venue in the trial of
H. Rap Brown scheduled to be held in’ Cambridge. The change was to be
made into a locale with a much Jower percentage of black citizens. “The
defendant, through his attorneys associated with the LAW CENTER, op-
posed the change of venue, which was accomplished over his opposition.
A removal petition was filed in Maryland federal court contesting the fssue

and the remand order is being appealgd to the Fourth Circuit Coui‘g of "..

Appeals,

An almost identical issue was presented in the Tijerina state éase;
there will of course be'no appeal on thjs issue in that case because of the
acquital at the trial court level. o o

In State v. Funiccllo, Indictment No. 2049-64 (N.J.), the defendant,
prior to the LAW CENTER'’s involvement, was convicted of murder and

sentenced to death. LAW CENTER attorneys acting as local counsel in .
cooperation with the NAACP Legal Defense and Educational Fund, sought . '
to reopen the sentencing, challenging the constitutionality of the death -
penalty and the exclusion from the jury panel of prospective jurors whose -

scruples would in no circumstances permit them to impose the death sen-
tence. A stay of execution was granted and the appeal is going to the
United States Supreme Court. ' N

Wynn v. Byrze, No. 977, Oct. Term, 1967, was filed to enjoin présécu-

tions growing ouf of Newark, New Jersey civil disorders .on the grounds -

that the grand jury was composed on an economically, racially, and geo-
graphically biased basis, that its oath is unconstitutional, and that pretrial

publicity made a fair trial impossible. The suit has not been effective to’ .

halt state court trials.

The case of Bokulich v. Greene County Jury Commissioners, Misé. No.
12565, Oct. Term, 1968, is a federal action to enjoin trials in Greene County,
Alabama’ until the jury rolls, discriminatorily composed so0 as to exclude
black citizens, are reformed. A jurisdictional statement has heen filed in
the Supreme Court of the United States. :

-
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X. Voting Rights

Hamer v. Ely (veferred to in the First Annual Report under its former
title, Hamer V. Campbell) posed the precedent—m'aking question concern-
jug the availability of Negro assistants to illiterate Negroes exercising

their right to vote. Voting officials in the Town of Sunflower, Mississippl )

had appointed only whites for that purpose. The case has heen a,rguﬁe;d in
the Fifth Circuit and a decision is awaited.

XI. Bail

The most difficult bail problems of the year were raised in relation
{o all the cases pending around H. Rap Brown. Numerous bail hearings -
“ were held neross the country raising questions as to the scope and applica.-

bility of the Bail Reform Act of 1966 and the impact of the First Arpend-.
ment on strict bail limitations set on a political leader. These caséé. are
pending on both district and circult federal court levels. One application
for leave to appeal taken to the Supreme Court has been denied. ’

Excessive bail arguments have also been raised in Dawkins v. Green,
supra. The importance of these cases involving imposition of excessive

bail cannot be over-emphasized. While the past five years have seen the -

development of more liberal and humane bail laws and policy, the an-
nounced policy of the Nixon Department of Justice has been to recommend
strongly preventive detention in lieu of bail. Countenancing prev,e'_ntive
detentjon, especially in cases with political overtones, is a dangerous first

atep in the direction mapped out by Title II of the McCarran Act, Sea -

supra, Bick v. Mtichell. Thus bail fights will most likely increase in num-
ber and severity in the coming months and must be vigorously pressed,

. S
g

XII. Miscelianeous -

"A. Fair employment

Reed, ct al. v. Chase Manhattan Bank was initiatéd as.a complzfint by
bluck employees of the defendant bank before the City of New York Come

mission on Huran Rights.’ The complaint alleged that the personnel prae-

tices of Chase were desizned and administered so as to diseriminate againgt
blac kemployees and to prevent their advancement within the company.
The Commission determined that there was prabable cause to find de facto
diserimination and ordered a full hearing. At that point, the defendant
offered to establish a apeclal department for minority group personnel
Pratdia within the vepantention mud fuethor adversney procesitings arg
tonporarily spondod, ' :
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i Erpunging criminé"rpst records - .. - - - (‘ e T T - '
" 1.AW CENTER attorneys filed Bilick v. Dudley, No. 673315 (U.8.D.C., .

S., N.Y.), a federal action to expunge the arrest records of approxi~ @ .
mately eighty youngsters who were arrested in a New York apartment on '
marijuana-possession charges. " At arraignment, the charges were all .
dismissed as there was absolutely no evidence to support them. The gath- * .
ering was a meeting of young people who were campaigning to establish & .
Police Civilian Review Board in New York City. The City agreed to ex-
punge all records of the false arrests. The State refused and was upheld {n
its refusal by a federal district court judge. Appeal is now pending.
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C. Abusive police practices .

Adams v. Hughes, No. 849-67 (U.8.D.C,, NJ.),isa federal suit filed .-
in Plainfield, New Jersey, contesting the mass searches by the National,
Guard of black people’s homes as ordered by State officials. Pretrial pros-’
cedures are underway. LAW CENTER attorneys have cooperated with-
ACLU attorneys on this matter. . :

a
"y
1 .

EDUCATIONAL AND CONSULTANT ACTIVITIES

L. Sclective Service And Military Law Panels

Recognizing the need for specially trained attorneys to competently'._
handle selective service and military law cases, the LAW CENTER joined ',

. with a California attorney and some few other persons and organizations'
‘ to establish across the country, in as many cities as possible, panels of at-.
torneys who would train themselves specifically to handle such cases and.

" who would, as a group, apply to the local federal courts for appointment .
as counsel for indigent selective service law violators. - The panels have’
been established and are fully functioning in over a dozen cities with fasﬁj_'
a=d excellent communication and exchange of information among the varis:.
0.5 panels as well as within them. i L

+ et e S e 3 A e
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% IL District Of Columbia School Board
i : Interim Consultant

Upon the creation for the first time in the District’s history of a-.
J popularly elected school board, the LAW CENTER was consulted by mem- A
i bers of that board and asked to explore the powers and duties it would .
et ,;~.:,-;<,»--hmze-_asvwell;e‘s’ the avenues for implementing the decision for quality edu-, | . .
: eation of Hobson v. Hansen, supra. A plan and analysis were presented to
the board by the CENTER, which has offered to stand ready to lend further
; assistance if necessary. -
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I ”AT’ -~ HIL. Conferences i

Tie -suthern Committee Against Repression (SCAR) is composed

sis on the political problems.of the poor and the black citizens in the South.
The group support joint efforts of the affiliated organizations undertaken

to defend against and attack new repressive political and legal develop- :

ments in the United States. The LAW CENTER has met with and

counselled this organization and participates in its monthly or bi-monthly

-

meetings.

. The LAW CENTER sent staff attorney representatives to a cbnfers e

ence in Puerto Rico to discuss the myriad legal problems of the Puerto

Rican independence movement (MPI), arising out of the movement’s outs -

spoken policy of seeking independence for the island. Specific attention

" was given to selective service law and harassing criminal prosecution probs

lems. )

. Texas SDS and SNCC chapters and the organizers of the Oleo Strut
Coffec House in Killeen (Ft. Hood) called a conference of attorneys to
discuss the legal defense of political dissidents in the State. A general call
to the entire State bar produced approximately 50 lawyers and 100 law
students who met for two days with local groups to discuss the legal prob-
lems to be faced. . The LAW CENTER provided guidance in legal think-
ing and offered to provide all pleadings and papers available in its files to

altorneys who agreed to represent those political dissidents sponsoring the - -

conference.

|
o
|

of the les.o:cis and representatives of various civil rights, civil liberties, and .
militant ;»litical organizations throughout the nation, with special empha- - -

~p o,

P phivyiioie o S St 4~ o33 a1

,
d



P A

UN
b

IV Packets And Maﬂmgs

Continuing its policy of disseminating as widely as possible mforma-‘ ‘

tion regarding the legal techniques developed by the LAW CENTER, the
LAW CENTER maintains the practice of mailing papers, pleadings and

memoranda to attorneys in the field. The 1967 mailing list of 250 attor-

neys has now expanded to 500. Eight different packets were d;e_tmbubed
last year, containing, among other material: >

a) Monthly reports of the LAW CENTER. The monthly report is

a docket listing of the current cases and their status in the courts

b) Legal papers. These mcluded

1) Compl'unta in o
‘ Grosswey v, Columbia University (the Columbia sit-in case)

McSurely v. Ratliff (the challenge to the sedition proaecution
in Kentucky)

Bilick v. Dudley (federal suit to expunge the arrest records

of a group of young people arrested without cause and re-

leased at arraignment)
Mississippt Frecedom Democratic Party v, Eastland (damage
action against Senator Eastland for alleged theft by his

gents of certain files of MFDP and the Natxonal Confer-
ence for New Pohtxcs)

2) Briefs in Cameron v. Johnson, the petition for rehearmg in
the Supreme Court and the section of the brief in the Su-
preme Court addressed to whether 28 U.s.C. 2283 bars in-
junctions under 42 U.S.C. 1983. 3

3) Opinions and orders in .‘"

Norwalk CORE v. Norwalk Redevelopment Agency (an ac-

tion in federal court to enjoin the demolition of-urban, re-
newal property to build middle income housing on the only
land in Norwalk, Conn. available for low incomé housing;
suit alleged that the demolition program did not comply
with the federal urban renewal standards and was really
an attempt to drive black and poor people out of Norwalk;
Second Circuit Court of Appeals held that complamt stated
‘a cause of action)

Hunter v. Allen {motion and order for summary judgment

ruling unconstitutional the disorderly conduce ordinance of . .

_ Atlanta, Georgia)

N Hmm v. Lee (action by Katy Rorabach of New Haven Con-
necticut, challenging press releases of pretrial prejudicial
publicity and seeking broad injunctive relief against police
harassment; relief against the newspapers was denied;
the motion to dismiss made by the police was also denied)

MecSurely v. Ratliff -{decision of the Sixth Circuit)

Kinoy v. District of Columbin (reversing the conviction of

Aftorney Winnye arviested whibs preanpling nnnmwm fr1 44y
© House Uonmmittes on Un-Anecican Activities) -

}(
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oglin v. Kaufman

3“d,,GOldman.v.._Olsen L Awork of cases o

- - - growing out of the demonstrations at the University of
Wisconsin) : I
Harris v. Lee (described above) C ' oo
Hunter v. Allen (described above) -

Enthusiastic responses and e:ipressions of gratitude have'bee;i received
from many attorneys on the mailing list. 5 .

V. Involving Law Students | j"i

Continuing its major role to interest law students in becoming in-
volved in the vital work of civil rights and civii liberties litigation, the
LAW CENTER in 1968 had four students assigned to it from the Law Stu-
dents’ Civil Rights Research Council, namely: Anne F. Cumings, Beth
Livesey, Bryan Thomas, and Carol Ule. The students made a substantial
contribution to the work of the CENTER. One of them went to New
Mexico and particpated actively in the Tijerina litigation; another did
some of the basic research work in preparation for Bick v. Mitchell, chal-
lenging provisions of the McCarran Act. Her work has since been pub-
lished in a law review.*

The LAW CENTER is planning to involve an increasing. number of
law students — particularly black and Spanish-speaking students —
mainly in areas of work which would prepare them to meet the needs of
their communities. A perfect example of such work lies in the area of
school decentralization. The LAW CENTER has proposed to concerned
foundations the funding of a special program for this purpo_sé. '

ADMINISTRATION
L Staff And Office Facilities '

The LAW CENTER has continued to occupy office space at 116

WMW. During 1968 its staff consisted of

the following full-time attorneys:

* “Amerd
Carran Act”,

. Cumings, 48 B.U.L. Rev. 647 (1968). o

. Dennis JARoberts: Mr. Roberts is a graduate of Rutgers University
and the Universi

being admitted to the California Bar, he went to southwest Georgia for two

years wherj he practiced with C. B. King, Esq. He then became the first .

ee of the LAW CENTER.

Harriet Van Tassel: Miss Van Tassel is a graduate of Barnard Col-

ataff emplo

Concentratfon Camps: Prospective Challenge of Tltlé II of the Mec-

of Galifornia School of Law in Berkeley (1964). After -

lege and Columbia University School of Law (1968). She is- member of - o

the New quk Bar. Prior to becoming a LAW CENTER staff attorney,
Miss Van 'Qassel was an instructor at Rutgers University School of Law.

\ogan JII: Mr. Logan is a graduate of Rutgers University

Jarnoy ar, Mo Lognn wan voquired ol
6l an Air Foree obligation.

e

}.l\.;m LAW CENTER to fuls
) ) .

#s Uhiversity School of Law (19% He is a member of the New
1\
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‘ Willihggge;der: M}T—I-?»en&er isag ':;.dua:‘.;a-bf Rutgérs ﬁﬁiversﬁfy

and Rutgers fUniversity School of Law (1968). He is a member of the .

. New Jersey Bar. Prior to attending law school, Mr. Bender was a. field

representative with the Division of Civil Rights of the Department of
Public Law and Safety of New Jersey. ) -

MichaeXSayer, and, in connectio
engagéd the gervices of William
torney. . e . M

}'th the work in the Ttijerina matter,
iggs, Esq. as a temporary staff at~

.

Rita Murphy, an attorney 'and a graduate student at Rutéers'iravl
School, joiped the staff Upon an arrangement between Rutgers and the LAW
CENTER whereby Miss Murphy has done her field work with the C_EN-

TER and the CENTER has funded a part of her fellowship with Rutgers. -

,: 4

1 ek FED o Hewe KT
M i - - = i ("‘\* ~._n|

,

o

I

» .

o

- v 3
e

X ES OO
. -~ N

1

T W CENTER also empl§yed a p#rt—time third-year law student, -
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o dnh%n, # graduatﬁé of the Un!versity of Chicago Law- School but N o
not yet'a membey of the Bar, has been working with the staff of the LAW .~ -

most of the yéar'by another full-time secretary, Miss Shareg ohnson.

Arthur Kinoy, William M;/I(unstler, and Morton ?tav?s ave been - .
devoting a great deal of their time to the LAW CENTER, the latter also -~ -
serving as adniinistrative counsel in cogrdinating the work of the staff and
cooperating a.:&meys. Many other atfior
in the litigatiog .and othpr work desc

Smith, Percy LiNulian\!
arp\Stickgold ; John E,

d Wrief-writing; and Gerald '/J/ 4 o
lurco, who have assisted particularly in Kfigation » AR

II. Relations With Other Organizations

; The LAW CENTER has continued to cooperate with other organiza-
T tions in various phases of legal work, including among others the ACLU,
the NYCLU, the NECLC, the National Lawyers Guild, the NAACP Legal
Defense & Educational Fund, the Chicago Legal Defense Committee, and
the Instituto Legal de Puerto Rico. The LAW CENTER takes this oppor-
tunity to express publicly its appreciation to those organizations and to
the many attorneys who have assisted and cooperated with it during the .

past year, - :
- IIL. Perspectives - . S R
_ It s obvious that the work of the LAW CENTER in the fleld of . f\,\k o ,. ]
- affirmative litigation against oppressive prosecutions will expand. The - C '
movements of young people and black people, hoth claiming greater rights }"7 i
to control their future, are being confronted throughout the country with A4
massive lepal assaults of an increasingly serious nature. Some of the most / ‘\

serious impending legal problems will be developing in the South, where
extremely long sentences are being imposed. The LAW CENTER’s experi-
ence in litigation in this area continues to open up possibilities to meet new
types of legal assaults, The LAW CENTER’s corresponding attorneys
have found its materials to be particularly helpful and the LAW CENTER
Intowdn to continwe and oxpand the disscmination of carefully prepared
logal papors showing tochniques for restraining oppressive prosecutions.
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- new field of activity for the LAW CENTER. It nnticipatea continulnx this
; applied to employment and housing. If the Thirteenth and Fourteenth -

_approach may open new vistas for affirmative legal attacks on a wide range -

legal responsibility for agencies of the federal government which in the

.

" and foundations. The LAW CENTER is a tax-exempt organization, as

g

~The work in the New York Ctty educatlonal area opened an entlrely : :

work; more than that, the same fundamental constitutional ptincipies
-'whxchtheCENTEmakinzto apply in the field of education may be

Amendmentsmbomndevhbleammsﬁvemolshobwn decentedu-
cation for blacks and Puerto Ricans, then precisely the same eoustltutloml

of issues affecting blacks, Puerto Ricans, and other minority groups, e.g.,
{nadequate housing, denial of employment at decent wages, destruction of

central cities by massive demolitions, etc. The LAW CENTER has been -
uked to work in this field and in order to do so, staff expansion is required. -

Lastly, a new interest is developing in the possiblllty of utmcturlnz

field of foreign affairs make a wide range of commitments and undertake
a whole serfes of activities seemingly without public knowledge or legal -
responsibility therefor. Legal techniques to estsblish some semblance of -
governmental responaibility in this area have never been fully u:plorod
and the LAW CENTER may look into the fashioning of sound !oztl !P
proaches to these problems.

Provided that the LAW CENTER ia adequately i’unded, lt wm bo
able to develop the programs indicated above.

IY. Finances

The LAW CENTER has worked on an extremely small budget. The .-~ -

extraordinary gap between the available finances and the volume of work
reflects in part the high calibre and great dedication of its staff as well
as the vast conttibutlon of volunteer services from its mnny coopentinz
l.ttorneys.

Attached i{as the financial statement for the calendar year 1968 show-
ing total expenditures of $78,937. The requirements of the LAW CEN-
TER, particularly if it is to expand its work as outlined above, will call for
a budget for the year 1969 of $115,000. )

Contributors to the LAW CENTER have been coneemed individull

3

established by letter from the Intemal Revenue Servieo dahd November
190, 1946, '

©t : o o . S
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Aid to Ant \War Soldiers | |5
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’ T e flrm beheveSther an 'War o | T o {Indicate page, name of - -
“movement has taken deep root in L A | newemanen Sy ens weste :
foy o DS 1axen deep root | .lac;r‘(}zg, s g al
.the armed forces since 1967. - | g uW?i _,,,:,’:f;,,Qf/ “4 71t o n
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e R A Accoraing o ane pariner, | g SoomGim, befaze oy |Detroit Free Press
[ d, the £ ; o DAY E
U || i e iy £ 4T Dotrolt, Nigkizan

" Nearly every day st least | | inton] o Elving politioat swp- | silitary rawyer, o 0
“one GI walks into a law of- { port angd legal counsel to rad-, Gltf;{ywhowzz to Stickgold’s ;

At

fice, in the New Oenter area “movement’” groups and firm are usually seeking one
seeking legal help in obtain. Individuals in trouble with the of the following four types of -
Ing a discharge or in defend- - s Lo
ing himself from alleged *‘ha.
rassment’” by the military.
“In the past 10 months, four 2!
lawyers in the firm, quarter. ;i -BToup of any king in Detroit
ed In & reconverted house on 1] teat

Pallister, have handled more |

than 100 cases for clients in
uniform, nearly all of them
enlisted men. - -

“The Jpirm  helped win dis-

! ‘governmient, .l discharge: - i
i T don’t, think fers is an | @ Consclentious objector.”. |
® Medical and psychiatric,
“A pgreat many people . . .
o ; come to us who really have
we at one tinie have not |' serious emotional - problems,
Tepresented,” he said. - ; either that they had before \
X - . S i they went into the mili or
Stickgold benevea_the antl- 'th:lt’ the milltaryehas dt:{;rg;o;')-
. WAL movement has taken deep ‘eq for them. And (they) can-
; r})ort In%the armed fogces |'ipot see to pet any fayc) ,
S rce 1967. He polnts tg‘some |10 See 10 P
missal of the charges against §' 59 underground newspapers on aséiis::" tc:’" m-'m':"y Sonsidera-
the “Ft. Jackson 8," the eight military bases, to nearby cof. D He military e ey
GIs who organtzed an ant|. ‘fechouses ang tg stockade up. Family hardship,
WA group on post. It won ac. § Ings tike that staged by the, SR o
Juittal for the editor of an urd B It “piy 39 1ant June, tn le of court - maty
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e newspaper ak' N j These are GI's with psychiat. .
Wmattersgﬁ pAiz? Fores ¢ sald that whers the an ’ tic problems who have gone Date: 3/16/70
o in Dayton 0. ] movement went, it wagl | AWOL or deserted, for whom ' - Editton: Mo tro

Bas: ; netural for hiy, faw finm . the firm geeks u discharge fn- Y

!_"rhed'ﬁrm,mwhiqgmregularily : !o'.low, . e stead of a court-martia) op the Author: Peteg t‘gligin
défends dissident at Bell- gy- - s grounds they are unfit for my1. . | Editors rk r e, Jr,
fridge Air Force Base in {- THE FIRM’S charges de. itary service, - - mil- . Title: Ma 8o, J
Mount Clemens, was even ;Pﬁﬂd on how political the Sﬂé" ’M- ad . o, &

BSked tOgOtQ Vletn_a@ kll'.ep‘ - _‘_cgs_g &Dd hOW p°Q" m}OGL he- :ﬁ’gglo:fc:s: d r.e t—:g;sren'ung' SRS e s e B o
| Tesénita Black G from Deteoit” [ 5ald. Most faes are amall, and | distharge applicants is largely | ‘
who took part in a Stockade |, many cases are handled free, | & Malter of slmply filing formy

rebelllon at Long Binh a year Nationally, ne estimated, | 8rd dealing with military of. chmcterz .
ago, S A there are 200 to-300 etviltay | 50215 0n the prone, : or
atto X He . s
THE FOUR lawyers whoss ‘Fomrn:grgs “thgmgei:’ﬁ G!s_* tan laavf:eeft;hk":s‘:heg’},: z;:*el’ Clasetfication: :
average age fs 30, belong to }have been establisheqd acrosg - the military tendg to proceed Submitting Office: Dg trolt
a ﬁ_rm_of seven avowedly rad- the country in their behalf, - With his application more gs. . ’
fcal young ettorneys, six of And “the calls and: lettors regulations dictate, - [J Being Investgated

whom previoudly practiced for - come in by the hung 45, he' ey - :
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lawyer, Mrs. Lingg®Maas, who [nilitary. law. As long as that ; shotild be  discharged..T h o 46 apR 7 1870
‘does administrative work and | war bonﬂques,’_(me need 1s) 2mal‘n - complaint that- ’nib‘at' i s

| Provides-advice on what cases .going to grow just geometri- § . o/ bave is that they ‘canit -
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‘military - Iawyers, wgﬁey doubt - STICKGOLD sald mast po-
military. laWwrers defend  litical cases result from ant-
them ‘with any ardor, feeling war activity or racial diderim.
they tend to conform to the ination in the Bervice and boil
military pursnits of discipline, ' down legally to the issues . of
order and efficlency. . . . . freedom of expression or equal
" “A VERY large percontase.  Stickgold believes that, pe. treatment. .- . T
- - ~AYERY large percentage -cause of the Pressures on - To him, the war and race .

-of these people,” he undded, ther, mili Ia ;

wag . 8 tary lawyers have not meparate but

e et e o poieg Ml kst p poag e, et e
" { or “moral decision that they Minimal defense of tnpopular fg maintains, black and white

- ©an’t deal with the military or CRUSeS. o ~ GIs involved in political cases
: they're opposed to the war.” . “It's very difficult to ask come to see the connection,

some captain .. , to chal. Stickgold safd the Pentagon

N The second kind of case the Tenge his colonel’s sction and g5 well .
f ware of the amount
i firm handles are what Stick- call it racist or . .. just eall it of dlssénaé in t’he"armedaforces
- ; Bold calls. “political- cases — lllegal in any Wind of real and its reaction to date- his
[-People who are being court: forthright way,” he sald. - been surprisingly liberal. He
?ﬂ:‘e& eg:'ixg:t:&r:sﬁ fe:; e Ve never turn away & po- . ‘points to the revised Uniform
F politie &loa otivity, " Htical case,” he added. . Code of Military Justice of
; po . S +, X possible, he said, the firm ° 1968 and the Army’s “Guide-
; GIs turn to ctvillan attor- tries to persuade the. military  lines on Dissent”’ order .of )
. neys In these circumstances, not to court-martial.its client 1969 &3 significant . .
; -he'BaIT; Betause they mistrust in the first place. . - -~ to the rights of servicemen, .»
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feaszit the following in

RTET (Type in plaintext or code) -
o ; A S VET] “ . :

(Priority) —:
_____________________________________________ S B
ro: DIRECTOR, FBI (100 L60h95
(ATTN: DID »

FROM: SAC, NEW YORK (100-168839) (P)

SUBJECT:" FAST COAST CONSPIRACY TO SAVE LIVES (ECCSL)
IS-I\’ISC., DGP; KIDNAPPING;
SABOTAGE -~ COI‘IPIRACY
(OO’ PHILADELPHIA)

N

<f> ReLouisville letter to Bureau, 3/1%7%5, captionegd
LAY CELTER FOR CORSTITUTIO

s

JAL RIGHTS, SM-MISC.," Nyrile [ N
100-162180; &ng KEelrYtTel t6 Buresu 12/5/?0 cant~oned as \g il
above., : ;(
ReNHairtel directed NY to identify personnel ang iﬁ
organizationel structure of Center for Congitutional Rigats,
Ninth Ave., KYC. )

Y0 has determinegd this o*gan*zatlon identical to
"LAVW CENTER FOR CONSTITUTIORAL RIGHTS, SM-MISC. »" NYfile
100-162180.

Rev1ew of said flle 1nd{gates Bureau receiveg 85
' b attachment to referenced LOWNSELATE letter
é?E ”xn vhich the organization fullyidentY

ormation, the following is excerpted from
‘enclosure:

2% Bureau (RM) / -
(4%:? New Haven (100-20708) (Rl } /Qﬁ
2 - Philadelphia (100-51190) (Ri) e
1 - Few York (100-162180) - e -
1 - Kew York RcC- 5
~1C I!! o e AZEZ???' TR NG RECORDED

- Deleted Copy Sent . 1SZ JAN 12 197} D
_ by Letter  3/7/76 " j

ORIGINAL FILED I§ /U0~ Y4095

L PerFOIA Boueost off  * - R w-b-Z-%- 2 —

T P
8JAM:} 971 . NFORMA COVTAINED
DATEJZ//

Appr

pe'cml gent m Chcrge - .
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 Constitutional Rights, UACB, NYO concucting no further.investigation"w

~NY 100-168839

"The Law Center for Constitutional Rights was
created in November, 1966, out of the conviction of a group of
attorneys who had been active in the dvil rights field that there

" was a need for a legal center dedicated to the developnent

of affirmative legal techniques in which law. would be used
creatively as a positive social force.” : Y

advised that _
the Law Center for Cons itutional

. 4 e ey NEW » NJ, and that a review of same
reflected that the organization had been involved with numerous litie
gations on behalf of Left Wing, New Left and draft resistance

litigants.

. Inaschh as referenced ngisville letter contained
comprehensive information regarding the Law Center for

.

in this matter.
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Memorandum ™~ ="

To . ACTING DIRECTOR, FBI (14-3079) ?.E
LEGAT, TOKYO (100-731)(P) .= - .~ : [ "+ = -

.Cj o .  "-“'-."‘ o flaneind By
*"." PACIFIC COUNSELING SERVICE (PCs) L oiaesihy tur D4id ’L Rl H
IS - RA o TuTIENAL RicH]
RO aw CENTER . Fox CoNSTITUY e T
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DATE: 6/A3/72

t investigation
New:York City ‘

- ReBulet 12/20/71, which instructed tha
. of Center for Constitutional Rights (CCR) in

o hould.nqt be conducted, : B S
’1 Q.4 dlaleo .

RN

Tokyo has no back
and is not even able to
“actqally exists,

ground information concerning CCR |, - .
confirm that Such an organization - = ..

N
A

_ The Bureau is're
available information conc
and also, to furnish to §

(/ 2ocd 7¢.

quested to furnish Tokyo any X
erning CCR for Tokyo's information
dterested military intelligence agenci
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™ ;. - DIRECTOR, FBI (100-147952) DATE: 8/13/73

FROM SAC, NEW YORK (100-114002) (P)
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Is - R . ' DECLASS}FIED PY,
(00:NY) | oN_9/1/87

- v

Q
' -y
. On 7/17/73, a review of the Building Directory S
at 853 Broadway revealed a ‘listing which indicated L

that the Center for Constitutional Rights, was located '
on the l4th Floor. Enumerafed below this listing -~ q
were the folloxun names- AN .
P ((-, g ‘/,)/-7 (/,o/ ////7 /3 LJ
__LL zSTERDAII _ 0N

/ ROBERT ABOEIL

| Y
@-B@eau (nII) D =) §

NSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS)
- Néw York s '
~ New York R UJ B
New York

New York
New York
New York
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follow subjeci's activities. %Lu} :

” 56; = L
i . S v
W 02 4 oddisa ) ppr Yot <o
J. OTIS)COCHRAN ‘ - Y
A - ARTHURYKINOY - _— o
- /’ WILLIAA/KUNSTLER o 5
NG DORIS/PETERSON - S QONE
"\ ELIZABETHYSCHNEIDER ) o WA
> RHONDAYSHOENBROD A .
7 t-IORTOI}/(.STAVIS i : o
T NANCY /STEARNS :
~ ETE Wk
: Building Directory also listed the name ,
indicating his office also is located '
However, no organizational affil=




3AFFMR (41 CPR) jo1-108 > y [ »——’—.‘
UNITED STATES GO{;RNMENTM‘/ SRS 3‘ B |
. Memorandum

. To DIRECTOR, FBI 2 | DATE: 10/11/73
FROM SAC, NEW YORK (157-10185) (C)
SUBJECT: QCENTER FOR CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS
- 10036 |
EM~AMERICAN INDIAN MOVEMENT
L/%* | On 5/9/73, a search warrant was issued by the
) United States Magistrate, Rapid City, South Dakota, for

the premises known as the National Wounded Knee
Communications Center, 208 North 1lth st., Rapid City,
South Dakota. On the same date Bu agents assigned

to the Wounded Knee special executed that warrant and
in the course of the execution of the warrant seized a
sizable quantity of records pertaining to the supply
‘and support of participants of Wounded Knee. '

The above captioned name appeared on the

records and materials which had been seized on 5/9/73
at the National Wounded Knee Communications Center.

A check of NYO indices reflects that th
above captioned name appears to be identical with
NYfile 176-403 Sub. A; Bufile 176-1594, entitled
"WEATHFUG". It is noted in the above file that the
Center for Constitutional Rights was an information
and contact center for all new leftist groups and
organizations. The Center for Constitutional Rights
assisted and supported various defense cormittees that
would give aid to all political prisoners.
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On 8/18/73, a check was made of the 1973 Manhattan,
New York telephone directory and the following information
was obtained:
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Center for Constitutional Rights

Address: 588 Ninth Ave.
NY, NY

Telephone Number: 265-2500
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NY 157-10185

‘The following checks were made for information
regardlng the subject, but the checks were met w1th
negatlve results-- S : :

a sultable pretext was made by
to determlne the nature of the i
and itl.

g Y
the distressed and protect the’rights of all individuals.
He stated that he could not give any information
concerning any extremist activity or movements in the
NV area, especially the American Indian !ovement.

b7C ' A check was made of NYO indices concerning
- reflected no identifiable information.

~

The followmng sources, who are familiar with
extremist activities in the NY area, were contacted
‘during the months of August and September, 1973, for
additional information concerning the subject, but
negative results were obtained:

In view of the above information the NYO
is recommending that this case be closed; however, the
case will be reopened if positive 1nformat10n is
developed. The NYO will take immediate action.
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“George W, Crockett, Jr.,

er Criminal Court jurist

anht had angered ‘racists;’

who gave him the slandemus’

- pame” “Cut 'Em_Loosé Bruce,”
p. because he granted _minority and
fmanmauy pressed defendants - -
bail within their economic -

range. He.was attacked for this
by the Police Benevolent Asso~
.. ciation (PBA) and by polmcal )

bosses.

~ The' demonstratxon was held -
- on the day on which. Wright’s -
ansfer was to becore effective. .
e rally, “organized by the

W :
CR), drew support from more

: than “35 communty and legal_
© groups. i

Danny Alterman rally modera~‘

. .tor and CCR member, read mes-
- sages from - William Kunstler,.
© the Attica Brothers’ TLegal De- .
_nually in" New York City alone.

fence Committée chairman, and
Black
Criminal jurist of Petroit, -

- 'Among those who" addressed

the rally was "Judge . William

" Booth, - former director _of the

%‘
1

“New 'York City Humin Rights
Commxssxon who was the only

-colleague of anht s'in 'the city -

publicly regnst.er hxs outrage
t the transfer.. T

tate . Assemblywoman
Runyan Ausun{orres. fo er

£ TP 2T IS o AR

2062195\ £

VNEW YORK Jan. 7 — More’ than 300 su
‘who was abruptl;

—s.-x.'."’

By NANDI GUILLAUME :

“director of the Puerto Ritan Le--
gal Defense Fund; James Harris, .
. Jr.,-National Association of Black”
Voters -Ella Baker, Coalition of
Concerned Black . -Amerj
F!orynce Kennedy; |

nox
of Black Lawyers Rev. F.
Kirkpatrick, and Conrad L

Black attorney. .-’ v

Commentmg on _ his transfer

wluch now is undes mveshga-’
- tion, ' Judge Wright " said, '
judgment my superiors have pass-
ed on me has nothing to do with”
'.expedxtmg jurisprudence at “all.
- They are treating me like a httle'
* boy who -has gotten too bxg
‘ lnsbntches s

He told this reporber that the
‘are over 14,000 bail jumpers aj)-

and he had always tried to ex-

" 'tend to every accused bis (or her) -
- constitutional rights while aiding
~the law by fair- consxderatnon of
,each case Z : , -
oz Judge Boo declared “Thene._
* are elght types_of bail Setting
.choices available to every judge;
* but most use only the high priced

1 - bond insurance
Others - at . the’ rally included»

orm’ which more
than often resu

vy M

R R

pporters of Judge Bruce Wright. the f{r. )
v transferred to New. York City's Traffic
urt, demonstrated in Foley Square yesterday in a demand for hls remstatement P

llthe i

in-months and_ /e¢
M"’Uﬂ“-—mﬂnths of detention for defend-
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% 5‘ (’P D Washington Star-News
%-' s Daily News (New York)
3-_& :\ A\ The New York Times
=T The Wall Street Journal
\J..:‘i::‘l'-u The National Observer
@%ﬂ Q The Los Angeles Times
<~ 4 wlip Sy
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e pomted‘ out that thls is t.he

. of ball preferred by the

AL e > DR

Austxn Torres called for all

;. ‘minority groups to ban together.

. in_support of anht because of

_-his positive record in the _court-

" room ‘when handling cases "of
" poor and minority people. . < °
/Au speakers agreed. that: more
- and larger demonsttatwns must]
.. be held to prevent racism from
denymg New Yorkers the right:
to be tried by thzs taxrmmded

judge:: i

e Rev. erkpatnck “clo (
demonstration with his viir-
¢ sipn  of “We _ Shall  Nat
ved.” - & )
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